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Social Clubs and Social Capital: The effect of Electronic Gaming Machines in disadvantaged regions on 
the Creation or Destruction of Community Resilience 
Abstract 
 
The role of particular third sector organisations, Social Clubs, in supporting gambling through the use of EGMs in 
venues presents as a difficult social issue. Social Clubs gain revenue from gambling activities; but also contribute 
to social well-being through the provision of services to communities. The revenues derived from gambling in 
specific geographic locales has been seen by government as a way to increase economic development 
particularly in deprived areas. However there are also concerns about accessibility of low-income citizens to 
Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMS) and the high level of gambling overall in these deprived areas. We argue 
that social capital can be viewed as a guard against deleterious effects of unconstrained use of EGM gambling in 
communities. However, it is contended that social capital may also be destroyed by gambling activity if 
commercial business actors are able to use EGMs without community obligations to service provision.  
This paper examines access to gambling through EGMs and its relationship to social capital and the consequent 
effect on community resilience, via an Australian case study. The results highlight the potential two-way 
relationship between gambling and volunteering, such that volunteering (and social capital more generally) may 
help protect against problems of gambling, but also that volunteering as an activity may be damaged by 
increased gambling activity.  This suggests that, regardless of the direction of causation, it is necessary to build 
up social capital via volunteering and other social capital activities in areas where EGMS are concentrated. The 
study concludes that Social Clubs using EGMs to derive funds are uniquely positioned within the community to 
develop programs that foster social capital creation and build community resilience in deprived areas.   
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Social Clubs and Social Capital: The effect of Electronic Gaming Machines in disadvantaged regions on 
the Creation or Destruction of Community Resilience: The Experience of Victoria, Australia 
Introduction 
According to Brown et al. (2003) gambling is now a large taxation revenue earner for many western governments 
at both federal and state levels worldwide (for example UK, USA, Australia). However, there are also concerns 
about gambling, in particular, Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) gambling and the accrual of benefits across all 
levels of society (Oddo, 1997; Marshall, 1998). The effect of problem gambling on individuals, in particular, has 
been the subject of research in relation to detrimental impacts that the resultant patterns of expenditure may 
have on low-income individuals, thereby deepening the economic problems that must be addressed by other 
public support programs (Szakmary and Szakmary, 1995; Madhusudhan, 1996). The effect of gambling activities 
on communities more broadly, however, is less well understood. The community harm and community benefit 
derived from gambling activities, specifically Electronic Gaming Machines (EGMs), is therefore the broad area of 
interest for this paper.  
More specifically, the role of particular third sector organisations, Social Clubs, in supporting gambling through 
the use of EGMs in venues is a vexed issue. These Social Clubs which host gambling activities and thus gain 
revenue from them, also contribute to social well-being through the provision of services to communities, which 
can be seen as at least partly funded by the gambling activity. Further, the revenues derived from gambling in 
specific geographic locales has been seen by government as a way to increase economic development 
particularly in deprived areas. There are, however, clear concerns about accessibility to Electronic Gaming 
Machines (EGMS) and the level of gambling overall in deprived areas. Results presented in Pickernell et al 
(2009) for Victoria Australia highlighted the potential two-way relationship between gambling and volunteering, 
such that volunteering (and social capital more generally) may help protect against gambling, but also that 
volunteering as an activity may be damaged by increased gambling activity.  This suggests that, regardless of 
the direction of causation, it is necessary to build up social capital (via volunteering and other social capital 
activities) in areas where EGMS are concentrated.  
The area studied is that of Victoria in Australia, specifically building on quantitiative analysis of access-to-gaming 
issues outlined in Pickernell et al (2009). According to Pickernell et al (2004), the debates concerning gambling 
are in some ways more advanced in Australia, and this can also be seen in terms of those issues concerning the 
spread of EGMs, as illustrated by the work of Layton and Worthington (1999), Brown et al (2003), Livingtsone 
(2005), and Worthington et al (2007). EGM's were first introduced in Victoria in 1992/93 and since then EGM 
expenditure has significantly increased from just over $250 million in 1992/93 to over $2.5 billion in 2006/07 
(Victorian Commission for Gambling Regulation 2009a,b)  Livingstone (2005) outlines this history of EGMs in 
Victoria, from the inception of a super casino (in Melbourne) in 1991, and the expansion of EGM gambling 
venues in the 1990s, to social clubs and hotels/pubs (split on a 50:50 basis). This expansion meant that by 2003 
there were 27.260 EGMs in 540 venues (split equally between clubs and hotel venues), excluding the 2,500 in 
the Melbourne Casino (which operates according to a different taxation regime). The revenue from the machines 
is split 33.3% (1/3) if it is a club venue or, 25% to a pub/hotel and 8.3% to a Community Support Fund (CSF), 
33.3% (1/3) to the machine operators (Tattersall’s and Tabcorp), and 33.3% (1/3) to the state (providing around 
10% of Victoria’s own tax revenues) (Livingstone, 2005). As well as the CSF which aims to provide community 
benefits from gaming revenue generated by hotels, there are other community benefits from gaming revenue 
generated through clubs. The state requires that clubs indicate, via a Community Benefit Statement (CBS) form, 
that 8.33% of their third of gaming revenue is directly put towards the community, the form asking for indication 
of community benefit under seven categories of employment expenses, gifts of funds, sponsorship, gifts of 
goods, voluntary services, volunteer expenses, subsidised activities and fixed assets. Victoria’s longstanding 
experience of EGM activity therefore provides a very useful case study through which to explore a range of 
gaming issues surrounding these operations, which are of relevance to a wide range of contexts.  
 
This research examines in more detail the view that social capital can be a guard against the deleterious effects 
of unconstrained use of EGM gambling in communities, but simultaneously may also be destroyed by gambling 
activity if commercial business actors are able to use EGMs without community obligations to service provision. 
The study also examines whether the resources from EGM activity which could be used to increase the stock of 
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social capital are currently concentrated in this way. Specifically, whether and in what ways Social Clubs as 
community actors may engender social capital creation opportunities through programs and activities supporting 
volunteering and action resulting in the redirection of capital derived from gambling to build community resilience, 
the capacity of citizens (individuals, groups and communities) to successfully cope with and respond to 
significant adversity (Kulig, 2000). . 
Gambling and its Broader Social and Economic Consequences 
Gambling generally has long been the subject of intense debate as a consequence of its location in the 
moral/ethical dimension. Much of the research conducted in Australia, however, has concentrated on the 
psychological and behavioural factors leading to individual problem gambling (Crisp et al., 2004; Delfabbro & 
Winefield, 1999; Dickerson et al., 1992; Dickerson & Baron, 2000; Kyngdon & Dickerson, 1999). This personal 
deficit approach, however, neglects broader potential socio-economic outcomes, both positive and negative.  
The poor, for example, tend to spend a greater portion of their income on gambling than do middle income 
earners (Abbot & Cramer, 1993). There can also be seen to be an inequitable distribution of risks and benefits 
from gambling, where government and those who do not gamble are the greatest beneficiaries and those often 
poorer socio-economic groups who do not benefit pay the highest costs both individually and as communities 
(Poulin, 2006). Benefits from gambling are thus seen as more likely to accrue at the macro rather than local level 
because of centralised tax revenues, whilst localities may suffer from displacement of activities with higher 
multipliers than the institutions with EGMs that replace them (Marshall, 1998). An over-concentration on 
gambling activities can also result in over-reliance on one industry to promote the social and economic capacity 
in a community (Mehta et al., 2007). In terms of the relationship between casinos and crime, the impact of crime 
is initially low, but grows over time; with gambling seen as increasing all crimes except murder (Grinlos & 
Mustard, 2006). 
Gambling activities have also been acknowledged, however, as a way to increase economic development and 
social gain in deprived areas (Jinker-Lloyd, 1996). Where gambling is introduced to economically struggling 
areas, for example, it has generated economic benefits, although leakages of benefits out of the local economy 
severely limited these advantages (Rephann et al., 1997). There is a substitution effect between gambling and 
other forms of entertainment, for example, suggesting that displacement effects are most likely in these types of 
activities which might also be related to tourism (Siegle & Anders, 1999). Conversely, it was also found in 
municipalities in the United States of America (USA)  that EGM gambling has a significant beneficial economic 
effect in most host cities, particularly those with Riverboat or land-based non-Native American gaming 
enterprises, with profits used for capital improvement projects to help serve the tourist demand generated by 
gaming (Alexander & Paterline, 2005). This research also highlights, however, the need to attract non-local 
money into the area. Where the majority of gambling is carried out by local residents rather than tourists, the 
outflow of funds from the community is likely to be a particularly problematic issue (Aasved & Laundergan, 1993). 
Alexander and Paterline (2005) also highlighted that EGMs need to invite non-local money to experience 
advantages and that outflow of money occurs when the gamblers are locals. 
Griswold and Nichols (2006) found in Metropolitan areas of the United States, for example, that a casino’s 
presence significantly reduces social capital (measured by trust, civic, volunteerism, group participation, giving, 
and meeting friend/family obligations) when located within 15 miles of a community. This implies that EGM 
gambling (in this case casino) location may be crucial in determining impact in this regard. Pitcher (1999) also 
highlights however, that policies to ameliorate gambling may also be of crucial importance in building social 
capital, through sponsorship of local events that may attract tourists (but also benefit the local community), 
hosting of charitable fundraisers and promotional events in the communities in which they sit. In addition, 
gambling can be seen offer social support to older people, because of its social nature in bringing people 
together, and the subsidised amenities that could be accessed (such as inexpensive meals), in comparison with 
the isolation often found amongst this age group who no longer work (Bilt et al., 2004; McNeilly & Burke, 2000). 
Gambling can generate socio-economic benefits, such as increased employment and assistance to schools, 
senior citizens and recreation centres (Mehta, Levenson, & Levinstein, 2007). Therefore, gambling in 
communities has economic and social benefits as well as costs. Gambling can be advantageous for communities 
in terms of capital generation (provided there are no financial leakages outside of communities) and that 
gambling revenue is not solely collected from local residents. As well as economic benefits, it can increase 
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employment, provide assistance to community members in terms of financial resources, and is seen as a social 
mechanism in support for the elderly. 
These elements alert to both the positive and less desirable issues arising from gambling in communities. The 
research results highlight the heightened effects for disadvantaged communities. The literature also highlights 
the particular ways in which gambling revenue is used for economic benefit and the possible threats that are 
incurred through financial structuring of EGM gambling revenue. Ultimately, from this brief examination of the 
broad literature, the determining factors of community impacts depend upon where gambling expenditure is 
coming from, who is spending on gambling, to what extent EGM gambling expenditure is occurring, and finally 
the way gaming revenue is realised through tax and spending structures. 
Socio-Economic Studies  
Examining the existing socio-economic literature for Victoria more specifically, a SACES (2005) study found that, 
comparing Victoria with Western Australia (where there are no pub or club EGM venues), gambling produces 3.2 
jobs per $1m compared with 8.3 jobs per $1m of income from beverage sales, and 20.2 jobs per $1m from food 
and meals, possibly as a consequence 10 persons per 1000 working in cafes and restaurants in W.A (and 15.9 
per establishment) compared with 8 (and 12.7) in Victoria — the employment figures per licensed establishment 
being 16.3 in Victoria and 13.6 in W.A. suggesting a shift in employment rather than any addition.  
Penge (2000) also calculated (for EGM spending in the Bendigo area) that the Type 2 (direct and induced 
effects) multiplier for output was 1.28, the income multiplier was 1.77, the employment multiplier 1.64, and the 
value added multiplier 1.63. All these results were, however, very low in comparison with most other sectors in 
the economy (Penge (2000) estimating an output multiplier of 2 for non gaming activities), not least because of 
the initial leakage of more than two thirds (2/3) of the revenue from the region (in government taxes and machine 
operator revenues). Further, examining the opportunity costs issue via hypothetical extraction (i.e. “closing down” 
sectors in the economy, such as gambling and others) to compare the impacts on the economy when 
substituting EGM activity for spending decisions on other sectors, Penge compared the impacts on the economy 
to determine that overall EGM activity in individual regions is likely to be substantially negative for the economy 
rather than merely redistributive (see Penge, 2000 for further details of the technique as it is applied to EGMs). 
The work of Brown et al and Pickernell et al (2009) suggests a more optimistic, view than Penge’s assessment 
(2000) regarding the opportunity cost (or substitution effect), that EGM gambling inputs into the economy as a 
whole are largely but not wholly cancelled out by the multiplied negative effects on other areas of consumption. 
Clearly, however, the results strongly depend upon the opportunity cost issue of the initial spending decision, as 
well as where those inputs of financial resources into EGM activity came from, Penge (2000) estimating that 10% 
of gaming revenue came from tourism and another 6.8% came from spending that would otherwise have been 
spent on imports into the region. Doughney and Kelleher (1999) estimated that, based on other surveys, 20% of 
EGM expenditures are also likely to be funded (and therefore substituting) by savings, as well as by substituting 
for other forms of expenditure.  
If we also utilise the available literature on the split of gaming revenue between government, hotels and clubs 
and machine operators (highlighted earlier in Livingstone, 2005) this allows calculation of a very simple 
illustrative regional EGM impact scenario which incorporates both input-output and opportunity cost-related 
factors for each dollar of EGM revenue. It must be acknowledged that these calculations are based on a number 
of (explicitly highlighted) assumptions, and thus that different assumptions from those used in the illustration will 
generate different results, though it is believed that the results are in their broadest terms, indicative of the likely 
broad picture. In this regional EGM scenario, EGM gambling inputs into the economy as a whole are largely but 
not wholly cancelled out by the multiplied negative effects on other areas of consumption. In terms of regional 
resources, however, retained resources will be reduced because of the approximately 2/3 of each $1 EGM 
revenue which is redistributed out of the economy in the form of taxes and EGM owner revenues. In addition, the 
reductions in non-EGM output effects created via opportunity cost (substitution) on other areas of the economy 
far outweigh the relatively small additional multipliers from the EGM activity itself on other areas of the economy.  
Examining EGM-Access issues for Victoria, Pickernell et al (2009) found, unsurprisingly, that EGMs per 1000 
adults were positively linked with numbers of visitors from outside Australia (as a proportion of the local 
population), but also the unemployment rate, and negatively with income., consistent with previous research in 
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the literature that gambling and socio-economic locations are regressively connected, and that tourism was 
positively related.  
 
Table 1. Net EGM spend per adult  
Constant 
 
 EGMs per 
1000 adults 
 
EGMs per 
venue 
Volunteers 
 
Adjusted R-
Squared 
Durbin-
Watson 
Statistic 
 
F-Statistic 
 
298.917 (**)  0.724(**) 0.150 (**) -0.402 (**) 0.936 1.904 296.43 
 
Source : Pickernell et al (2009) 
 
EGM spend per adult was also found to be positively linked, again unsurprisingly, with both venue size and 
numbers of EGMs per adult in the LGA (concentration measures). Interestingly, however, volunteering was also 
a strong and significant negatively related variable, suggesting that volunteering behaviour mitigates EGM 
(spending) behaviours, though, of course, there may be the simultaneous and opposite causal link that higher 
EGM spend per adult reduces volunteering.  
 
Table 2. Community benefit per person 
Constant 
 
EGMs per 1000 
adults 
EGM 
expenditure 
per adult  
  Adjusted R-
Squared 
Durbin-
Watson 
Statistic 
 
F-Statistic 
 
-6.006 (**) 0.596 (**) 0.374 (**)   0.858 2.271 185.586 
 
Source: Pickernell et al (2009) 
As can be seen in Table 2, a strong statistically significant link exists between overall community benefit 
resources generated from EGMs (as reported in official community benefit statements), and the means by which 
the resources are generated in terms of EGM expenditure and EGM concentration measured per adult. There is 
not, however, (directly at least) a statistically significant link with potentially relevant locational variables such as 
unemployment, income or volunteering. This indicates, therefore, that there is no direct relationship between the 
resources generated and kept within a locality by gaming, and either measures of social inequality or social 
capital building. 
 
Table 3. Volunteering (social capital)  
Source: Pickernell et al (2009) 
Constant 
 
Expenditure per 
EGM 
 
Median age 
 
Unemploy-ment 
rate 
 
Median housing 
loan repayment 
 
Median 
individual 
income 
 
Adjusted R-
Squared 
 
Durbin-
Watson 
Statistic 
 
F-Statistic 
 
0.202 (**) -0.429 (**) 0.285 (**) -0.180 (**) -0.513 (**) 
 
0.327 (**) 0.849 1.831 69.401 
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Volunteering is, however, significantly and negatively related to EGM gaming in terms of spend per EGM, though 
again there being an issue here over causation (that is, whether higher spend causes lower volunteering, or vice 
versa). In addition, however, it can also be seen that volunteering is negatively related to unemployment and 
housing loan repayments, but is positively affected by median income levels and also by age. Overall, this 
suggests that volunteering is disproportionately an activity undertaken by older citizens, the employed and higher 
income earners.  
 
The major finding to come out of the quantitative research related to EGM access in Pickernell et al (2009), 
therefore, is that volunteering (and more broadly  social capital building) may have potential to bolster community 
resilience against negative effects of gambling. Simultaneously, however, it is also a factor which may be 
particularly vulnerable to higher levels of EGM activity, as an activity which is less likely to be undertaken in the 
areas with lower socio-economic status where EGM activity is disproportionately concentrated.  
 
The data also suggests that the community benefit funds generated and used within the communities themselves 
are linked directly and positively to EGM expenditures, but not to activities such as volunteering, which tend to be 
lower in these areas. It is therefore also necessary to examine further how the role of social capital building (and 
volunteering) might be bolstered as an alternative to gaming activity in areas where EGM activity is concentrated.  
 
Social Capital as a protective factor  
 
Social capital and community connectivity is of specific importance in the debate about community benefit and 
harm of EGM activity. In essence, social capital refers to the network ties of goodwill, mutual support, shared 
language, shared norms, social trust, and a sense of mutual obligation from which people can derive value 
(Coleman, 1988; Lin, 2001; Putnam, 1993; Woolcock, 1998). Central to the social capital concept is the notion 
that social relations among people can accrue benefits or resources that can be utilised (Coleman, 1988; 
Putnam, 1993, 1995). Regardless of the level of operation or the perspective adopted, at its most basic level 
social capital refers to the ability to leverage advantage from the relationships between people (Coleman, 1988; 
Putnam, 1995), or as Lin (2000:28) describes it, the ‘assets in networks’. Social capital does not exist in social 
networks per se therefore, but rather in the resources that these networks may give access to. The key point 
here is that social capital is more than the existence of relations. These relations must be utilised, leveraged or 
capitalised on to produce some form of advantage or benefit (Keast, Brown, & Guneskara, 2009)  
 
For communities, social capital reflects the ability of community members to participate, cooperate, organise and 
interact (Putnam, 2000). The building of strong, collaborative relationships thus enables the accomplishment of 
tasks and activities that might not otherwise be achieved through conventional ways of working (Putnam, 1993), 
playing a bridging role in community capacity building work and helping to link both within and between 
communities. In this way ‘linking’ social capital acts as a conduit to additional outside resources and provides a 
mechanism which moves the focus of intervention activity beyond ‘getting by’ to ‘getting on’ and improving life 
chances (Narayan, 1999; Woolcock, 2001). Keast and Brown (2002) highlight that these processes, if developed 
over the longer term, produce an ongoing and sustained social infrastructure, which they describe as network 
capital — that is, the residual knowledge, skills and facilities retained by a network after an intervention has 
passed (capacity building). Moreover, social capital once established and embedded can be ‘borrowed’ by 
neighbouring communities to secure wider regional benefits (Keast et al., 2009).  
From an evaluative position, social capital focuses attention on two areas:  
1. The relational elements of trust, norms, shared values and reciprocity (Putnam, 1993). 
2. The strength and structure of the relationship networks that evolve.  
Community volunteering and membership of clubs are recognised ways to create social capital (Putnam, 1995). 
However, the nexus of social capital creation activities with activities found to deplete or destroy social capital as 
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in the case of gambling is not well researched. This research therefore examines EGM gambling in selected 
communities and the effects on these communities through the lens of community harm and community benefit. 
It then investigates whether and how communities can better leverage the funds generated from gambling 
activities to create social capital and build community resilience.  
 
 Methodology 
In order to examine in detail the social-capital impacts of gaming  it was determined that a case study approach 
be taken, drawing on demographic data of three regions in Victoria, together with qualitative data on the views 
and perceptions about EGM gambling from those people located within the selected communities. The aim was 
to investigate the degree of resilience of different communities to the impacts of EGMs. Interview and focus 
group questions were therefore derived primarily from gambling and community development literature, and 
following a pilot study. The pilot study, however, highlighted several changes that needed to be made to the 
original set of questions and the overall case study design, primarily in terms of question design and case region 
selection. Adjustments to interview and focus group questions included a stronger emphasis on harm and benefit 
and the inclusion of more localised issues such as proposed legislative change. Based on these amendments a 
revised set of questions were developed for interviews and another for the focus groups. The case study design 
was also revised to ensure selection of low socio-economic regions, with a high concentration of gaming venues 
(in particular community clubs) and relatively high spend on EGM gambling.  
Interviews and focus groups were undertaken to gain respondent’s perceptions of their experiences, 
understandings and insights of EGMs in their community. A total of 25 semi-structured interviews and two focus 
groups were undertaken, with a total of 39 participants involved. Within the three regions, club owners/managers, 
community service representatives and other community representatives were sourced for interviews and focus 
groups. Table 33 shows the type of participant and setting where data was collected. 
Table 4. Data collection sources  
 Clubs Community 
Service 
Representatives 
Community 
Representatives 
Region 1 
15 participants 
10 interviews ×   
1 focus group  × × 
Region 2 
10 participants 
9 interviews × × × 
Region 3 
14 participants  
6 interviews ×   
1 focus group  ×  
 
The respondent set was comprised of a diverse range of citizens representing an array of different community 
interests. Venue managers were interviewed in particular to assess the nature of clubs in Victoria and their 
community contributions, hence the community benefits of EGMs. Qualitative techniques were applied to assess 
community and stakeholder perceptions of EGM gambling. Interviews and focus groups with community groups 
and individuals have provided information about the effects EGMs have on the wider community and how they 
impact on social capital. Where possible, focus groups with community members were undertaken to utilise 
group dynamics issues exchange about the impact of EGM gambling. The research team sought to conduct 
focus groups in each region, however there was a preference by some participants to take part in an interview. 
Accordingly, separate interviews were conducted to meet this requirement. Although data was analysed on a 
case-by-case basis, it will be reported on an aggregate level with data presented in an integrated format as 
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similar themes were apparent in each region. Rather than using a cross-case comparison, the aim of this paper 
is to gain a deeper understanding of the community impacts of EGM gambling in communities and the ways in 
which communities and community bodies are able to build and leverage from social capital. . 
Specifically, the City of Ballarat, City of Greater Dandenong and City of Latrobe are the regions investigated in 
this study. These regions were selected on the basis of social diversity, high concentration of a variety of EGM 
venues and accessibility to a general sample population of key informant interview and focus group participants. 
Interviews and focus groups were designed to uncover perceived effects of EGMs on the wider community and 
to discern potential impact on social capital. Additionally, the impact of the demand of EGMs in the selected 
regions was evaluated, and analyses if and how these communities mediate the impacts of EGM gambling. The 
regions are of low socio-economic standing where high rates of unemployment, low incomes and low skilled work 
characterise a relatively significant percentage of the population. The effects of gambling revenue to increase 
economic activity in deprived areas and the opportunity cost of gambling in such areas are central themes in all 
cases and are good indicators of EGM gambling impacts. The three regions have provided the research with 
valuable insights into these themes and the selection of these regions allowed for rich and informative data. The 
three regions, due to their overall low socio-economic background, potentially lack resilience to the harmful 
effects of EGM gambling activities in the community. Dandenong has the second highest average loss per adult 
in Victoria, and Latrobe has the highest ranking amongst regional LGAs. According to Doughney (2004), 
Dandenong, which is one of Melbourne's lowest socio-economic areas, has EGM gambling expenditure that is 
five times higher than EGM expenditure in Melbourne's highest socio-economic areas. Latrobe and Ballarat 
count as two of Victoria's lowest socio-economic regional areas. Regional caps limit certain areas on the number 
of EGMs that can be available for gaming. In addition, the case study regions were all also subject to a “cap” on 
the number of EGMs allowed. The Victorian Minister for Gaming determines the regions to be capped and sets 
limits on the number of EGMs that are allowed. Such regional caps are designed to protect vulnerable 
communities from problem gambling. Criteria for the selection are Local Government Authorities (LGA) that are 
highly disadvantaged — having a significant number of machines and above average gaming expenditures. 
Currently 20 Victorian regions are capped, including the City of Ballarat, City of Greater Dandenong and City of 
Latrobe. 
Although all three regions are of low-socio-economic standing and have a high concentration of venues 
delivering EGMs, they also show variations in terms of demographics and EGM gambling activity which 
distinguish them in terms of how electronic gambling has impacted the region. Figure 1 shows the three regions 
selected in the study —City of Ballarat, Greater City of Dandenong and City of Latrobe — and their location 
within Victoria. Ballarat and Latrobe are on the periphery of the Metropolitan area, while Dandenong lies within it, 
being an outer suburb of Melbourne. However, Dandenong is designated as its own local area.  
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Figure 1. Victoria: households with a weekly income of less than $500 as a percentage of all 
households 
 
 
Figure 1 also indicates that the most disadvantaged communities are in regional and rural Victoria, 
where 31-36% of all households have a combined gross income of $500 or less. These communities 
were not included in this study as there was a lower concentration of EGMs and venues. The more 
affluent LGAs in Victoria are clustered around the CBD, with the Greater City of Dandenong being an 
exception.  
Table 5. Labour Force, Occupation and Income 
  Greater 
City of 
Dandenong  
% of total 
persons in 
Dandenong 
City of 
Ballarat 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Ballarat 
City of 
Latrobe 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Latrobe 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Victoria 
% of 
Total 
persons 
in 
Australia 
Labour force (15yrs+) 
Total labour 
force (incl. 
employed and 
unemployed) 
52,964   40,100   30.908   2,404,608 9,607,987 
Employed full-
time 
31,949 60.30% 22,746 56.70% 17,199 55.60% 60.10% 60.70% 
Employed 
part-time 
12,424 23.50% 12,418 31.00% 9,142 29.60% 28.40% 27.90% 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics 2007a, '2 STATE: VIC', 2006 
Census, Thematic Map, Low Income Households, map, cat, no. 
2901.0, ABS Canberra 
Canberra 
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  Greater 
City of 
Dandenong  
% of total 
persons in 
Dandenong 
City of 
Ballarat 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Ballarat 
City of 
Latrobe 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Latrobe 
% of 
total 
persons 
in 
Victoria 
% of 
Total 
persons 
in 
Australia 
Employed 
away from 
work 
1,482 2.80% 1,516 3.80% 1,208 3.90% 3.40% 3.50% 
Employed 
hours not 
stated 
2,105 4% 856 2.10% 764 2.50% 2.70% 2.60% 
Unemployed 5,004 9.40% 2,564 6.40% 2.595 8.40% 5.40% 5.20% 
Not in the 
labour force 
40,879 - 24,425   20,758   1,330,368 5,271,116 
Occupation                
Labourers 8,723 18.20% 4,255 11.30% 3,552 12.50% 9.90% 10.50% 
Technicians 
and trades 
workers 
7,678 16.00% 5,802 15.50% 5,464 19.30% 14.00% 14.40% 
Machinery 
operators and 
drivers 
7,092 14.80% 2,345 6.20% 2,346 8.30% 6.60% 6.60% 
Clerical and 
administrative 
workers 
6,538 13.60% 5,285 14.10% 3,950 14.00% 14.80% 15.00% 
Professionals 5,284 11.00% 7,291 19.40% 4,023 14.20% 20.80% 19.80% 
Sales workers 4,500 9.40% 4,274 11.40% 3,176 11.20% 10.10% 9.80% 
Community 
and personal 
service 
workers 
3,363 7.00% 3,630 9.70% 2,570 9.10% 8.40% 8.80% 
Managers 3,263 6.80% 4,085 10.90% 2,732 9.60% 13.50% 13.20% 
Income $/weekly 
Median 
individual 
342   404   376   456 466 
Median 
household 
770   839   784   1,022 1,027 
Median family 918   1,071   1,047   1,170 1,171 
Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics  2006 Census QuickStats (LGA) 
Of the total labour force, the unemployment rate for each region is well above both Victorian and Australian 
averages. Dandenong in particular records a very high unemployment rate and the bulk of workers remain in low-
skilled employment with low median weekly incomes. Community and personal service workers in Dandenong 
represent a low percentage of the population for such a disadvantaged region. Ballarat on the other hand, 
despite having a lower unemployment rate than the other two regions and a higher skilled and professional 
workforce, has a relatively high percentage of community workers compared to state and Australian figures. 
Latrobe also has a high percentage of unemployment, which is above Australian and Victorian percentages. 
Median incomes in Latrobe and Dandenong are significantly lower in comparison to state and national medians. 
Similarly, Ballarat has lower median income levels, though not much below state and national incomes. Latrobe 
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and Dandenong have similar occupation and income measures, with Latrobe holding a slightly higher position. 
Ballarat, although a disadvantaged community, appears to be of higher socio-economic standing than the other 
regions. 
Finally, each region has a relatively high spend on EGM gambling and there is a high concentration of venues 
(measured by population per venue) which channel this expenditure. Table 6 depicts figures for spend on EGM 
gambling in each region, as well as the figures for Victoria as a whole. 
Table 6. EGM expenditure 01/07/06-30/06/07 (all figures as at 30 June 2007) 
 City of Ballarat City of greater Dandenong City of Latrobe Victoria 
2007 population 
projection 89,962 126,372 70,505 5,129,445 
2007 population 
projection 18+ 68,210 99,802 53,197 3,979,244 
Venue no. 15 16 12 522 
Clubs/hotels 10/5 10/6 9/3  
EGM no. 663 1,078 602 27,279 
Total net expenditure $52,308,605.70 $110,041,820.95 $45,869,563.00 $2,543,175,356.33 
Population per venue 5,997 7,898 5,423 9,827 
Population per venue 18+ 4,547 6,238 4,092 7,623 
Net expenditure per 
person $581 $871 $651 $495 
Net EGM expenditure per 
person $767 $1,103 $862 $639 
EGM per 1000 7.37 8.53 8.54 5.32 
EGM per 1000 18+ 9.72 10.8 11.32 6.86 
EGM expenditure per 
EGM* $78,897 $102,080 $76,195 $93,228 
*EGM expenditure per EGM was not published on the VCGR website and has been calculated. 
Source: Victoria Commission for gambling regulation 2007a 
http://www.vcgr.vic.gov.au/CA256F800017E8D4/Statistics/B15AC5519E2BA6C3CA25702D00171E7F?Open 
 
Results 
As indicated in table 5, Gaming in the three regions occurs in a mixture of clubs, hotels/pubs and RSLs. Many of 
these venues use EGMs as a primary composition of their business mix. EGMs are managed by the operators 
Tabcorp and Tattersall’s, who allow venues to run their machines. Ultimately revenue flows between several 
constituents which are the operator, the venue, government and the community (in CSF). Figure 2 shows the 
flow of gaming revenue between constituents and the total dollars that flow into the Community Service Funds 
(CSF)  for each of the three study regions showing wide variations. 
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Figure 2. Gaming expenditure for Ballarat, Dandenong and Latrobe 
 
*Ballarat City Council received 460,000 for the Lake Blitz Community Building (Department for Victorian Communities, 2006/07). Dandenong City Council 
received $46,000 for The Castle Technical and Operational Fit Out (Department for Victorian Communities, 2006/07). Latrobe City Council received 
$1,000,000 for the Churchill and District Hub (CDH) (Department for Victorian Communities, 2006/07). 
**The remainder of funds through the CSF are applied in the following activities in Victoria: problem gambling (the first call on the fund); treatment of drug 
issues; financial counselling and support for families in crisis; youth programs; community advancement; sport and recreation; arts; tourism; advancement 
of the community as determined by the minister; costs associated with administering the CSF (Department for Victorian Communities, 2006/07). 
Furthermore, the report indicates that $45 million per financial year is provided for the government’s drug strategy and also one day’s revenue is provided 
to the Victorian Veterans’ Fund on 1 September each year. 
 
Source: (VCGR, 2007a) 
http://www.vcgr.vic.gov.au/CA256F800017E8D4/WebObj/95555E76248A18C7CA2570D50007A37B/$File/cbs2003-4_summary.pdf 
http://www.vcgr.vic.gov.au/CA256F800017E8D4/Statistics/B15AC5519E2BA6C3CA25702D00171E7F?Open. 
 
EGM operating hotels in Ballarat have paid a combined $1.4 million into the CSF during the financial year of 
2006-07. In Dandenong the figure is higher at $4 million a year. However, these municipalities have not seen a 
proportionate amount of this revenue flowing directly back into the community. The Ballarat City Council received 
a total of $460,000 in the same year for community purpose and the Dandenong Council received $46,000 in 
total during the year 2006-071
Consequently, the amount of monies leaving the community to the CSF is not reflected in the distribution of 
monies returning to the community through the CSF. While they form part of the service delivery regime for 
addressing gambling-related problems, access to problem gambling treatment services such as telephone 
counselling and on-line services have not been factored in as part of this study. The CSF is to fund community 
gambling services and be directed to other community projects. However, relative to what flows into the CSF 
. The City of Latrobe has seen the biggest share out of the CSF ($1 million) even 
though local hotels contributed a total amount of only $1.47 million.  
                                                          
1 Information  on CSF allocations was drawn from the Department for Victorian Communities, 2006/07. Contributions to community 
projects vary significantly from year to year and it is acknowledged that for the year 2007/08 the amount of funds directed to these 
regions are different, but for the purpose of consistency with gaming expenditure figures, 2006/07 CSF figures have been highlighted). 
 
Gaming Expenditure Clubs 
$124,779,532 
Gaming Expenditure Hotels 
$83,440,501 
Operator 33.33% 
$69,337,270 
Total Gaming Expenditure 
100% 
$208,220,033 
State Govt. 33.33% 
$69,337,270 
Venue 33.33% 
$69,337,270 
Clubs 33.33% 
$41,551,584 
Hotels 33.33% 
$27,785,688 
City Councils* 
$1,506,000 
Hotels 25% 
$20,860,125 
Community Support Fund 
8.33% 
$6,925,561 
Other 
provisions 
through 
CSF** 
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from these 3 regions, it appears that less is being returned to their local governments for community purpose. 
This poses a significant issue for planning for expenditure on community development activities and services, 
and underscores the leakage of gambling revenue out of the community. As well as the CSF which aims to 
provide community benefits from gaming revenue generated by hotels, there are other community benefits from 
gaming revenue generated through clubs. The state requires that clubs indicate, via the Community Benefit 
Statement (CBS) form, that 8.33% of their third of gaming revenue is directly put towards the community. The 
form asks for an indication of community benefit under seven categories which are employment expenses, gifts 
of funds, sponsorship, gifts of goods, voluntary services, volunteer expenses, subsidised activities and fixed 
assets.  
The City of Ballarat, for example, hosts ten licensed clubs that facilitate EGM gambling, operating 479 EGMs 
from a total of 663 in the LGA. They accumulate a total of $35 million gaming revenue and claim to contribute 
19.96% of that back to the community, which equals $7 million. The distribution of EGMs in venues is not equal, 
however, some clubs operating between 10-30 EGMs while others generate revenue from around 100 EGMs, 
with the two largest venues operating a combination of 195 EGMs and providing almost one third of Ballarat’s 
community contributions. Employment expenses are the greatest area of expenditure for all clubs, with 66.47% 
of the total community benefit being claimed for employment, followed by 13.89% for fixed assets and 6.72% for 
direct and indirect costs. Only 0.48% of claimed community benefits relate to sponsorships, 4.94%, to gifts of 
funds, 0.01% to gifts of goods, 4.05% to voluntary services, 0.04% to volunteer expenses and 3.41% to 
subsidised activities. 
Similar to Ballarat, Dandenong hosts ten licensed sporting, social, RSL and racing clubs. A total of 651 EGMs 
are located in clubs, however, and they generated gaming revenue of $61 million in 2006/07. In the same year 
clubs claimed to have returned 25.79% or $15.8 to the community via contributions for community purpose. In 
Dandenong, in contrast to Ballarat, all venues have a high concentration of EGMs, averaging 65 EGMs per 
venue, with half the venues operating more than 70 EGMs. Annual community contributions vary between 
$600,000 and $4 million. Employment expenses again account for the largest share of claimed benefits, but this 
time they account for only 47.84% of the total, followed by a much higher proportion assigned to fixed assets 
(28.4%), direct and indirect costs (7.34%) also being higher. Voluntary services amount to 6.58% of total 
community benefit, whilst gifts of funds amount to 5.16%, sponsorships to 1.62%, subsidised activities to 2.92% 
and volunteer expenses to 0.07%. 
Finally, the nine clubs located in the City of Latrobe, with a total of 396 EGMs, generated gaming revenue of $28 
million in 2006/07. The Latrobe region hosts a range of clubs including sporting, social, racing and RSL's. Whilst 
the two larger venues have just over 60 EGMs, the average number of machines per venue varies from 23 to 54. 
Local clubs claimed almost $6 million in community benefit, which is 21.26% of the total net gaming revenue 
(NGR). Similar to the other regions, employment expenses account for the largest share of community 
contributions, adding up to a total of $4 million, which is 67.93% of the total community benefit provided by the 
clubs. Fixed assets (12.13%), direct and indirect costs (7.95%) and employment expenses are the major 
contributions and add up to 88% of all community benefit. Voluntary services (7.11%), subsidised activities 
(2.5%), gifts of funds (0.75%), sponsorships (0.63%), gifts of goods (0.34%) and volunteer expenses to account 
for the remaining 12% of community benefit provided by the clubs. 
Overall, these figures, whilst differing to some degree, indicate consistently, that the community benefit being 
claimed, for the most part, is accruing to the venues themselves in the form of employment costs and fixed 
assets, rather than being distributed more widely into the community. This indicates, therefore, that it is within 
these venues that social capital building related to gambling often currently occurs, if it is to do so at all, given the 
present system. This also highlights that organisational structures able to better and more widely distribute EGM-
generated resources are of potential importance.  
Although it has been difficult to ‘pin point’ (Focus group, 1) the effects of EGM gambling, this study has identified 
several issues around the perceived detrimental impacts of EGM gambling in the community. The lack of 
resources coming back from EGM gambling was, for example, highlighted as potentially social opportunities in 
the community: 
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 “Perhaps many of the people who are regular gamblers, might be people in the older age group that 
don’t get into sporting activities, but might enjoy theatre or a whole range of other activities, and we are 
constantly seeing councillors [local government] being asked, and perhaps hesitating to putting money 
into doing projects, like doing up theatres, but if all that (EGM) money was coming back in, it could really 
create a whole range of activity or projects that would add more vibrancy in the centre of town, because 
it is a fairly sedate place of a weekend” (Focus Group, 1). 
A less prominent issue identified within a focus group session centred on the potential for some people to 
become socially isolated through extended engagement with gaming machines “rather than interacting with 
people” (Focus Group, 2). While not specifically related, this finding may help to explain the lower level of 
volunteering which was found in the quantitative data to accompany increased access and lower income and 
inactivity. The need to provide additional, specialised preventative services such as gambling support and 
education programs were also identified by some respondents as an additional impost on an already stretched 
service sector. An amplified preventative approach through increased community education and support workers 
was presented as a way to build community resilience to gambling. However, as the following statement 
indicates, existing resources or funding arrangements are limited and may not always stretch to include 
community strengthening initiatives:  
“There is not enough money for a community resilience program. We have insufficient funds and 
resources” (Focus Group, 2).  
In this context the service providers indicate that they are trying to “move beyond band-aid responses to 
gambling to address the real and underlying issues” (Focus Group, 2). In another example, community educators 
said that they hold workshops with groups of residents, around prevention and social connection. While this is 
seen as a positive outcome, they believe that it needs to be made more widely available to limit community harm 
as a result of EGM gambling.  
Clubs also facilitate important community programs with the aid of EGM gambling revenue, outlined in the table 
below. 
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Table 7: Club community services 
 Club services  Description 
Subsidised meals • Most community clubs heavily subsidise their menus for low/no income patrons, offering 
three course meals at prices that most of the time cannot be found elsewhere.  
• Meals often as cheap as $5. 
• Many patrons are pensioners or are living on welfare, so meals need to be within their 
price range. 
• Often clubs will have a tiered price structure, for seniors, members and non-members. 
• Community clubs usually make a loss in the bistro. 
Low cost/no cost 
function rooms 
• Most clubs have a no cost function room for members. 
• Non-members can hire function rooms for low prices, or become a member to take 
advantage of a no cost function room. 
• Function rooms are free for any community groups and schools who want to hold 
fundraisers e.g. charity groups have free access to function rooms regularly. 
• Members hold trivia nights in function rooms at no cost. 
Fundraisers and 
community support 
• Yearly clubs host various fundraisers for charity groups. 
• Some clubs continuously give gifts and donations to charity groups, schools and other 
groups. 
• Active in supporting many different community groups including sporting schools, charity 
and even Neighbourhood Watch. 
Volunteering • As well as a manager, clubs operate under the decisions of a voluntary committee, made 
up of members. 
• Members as volunteers also play an important role in the organisation, operation and 
maintenance of clubs. 
• Clubs see volunteering as an important way of gaining community participation. 
• Volunteering is fundamental to generating a sense of community in clubs. 
• Clubs reimburse volunteers for any expenses. 
• Clubs formally celebrate the efforts of volunteers. 
 
Through interviews, club managers were highly vocal about the benefits they provide to the community, mostly 
made possible through EGM gambling. In addition to the resources highlighted in table 7 above, they also 
argued that they assisted social connectivity. Social connectivity is an important element for healthy and happy 
communities. Social connectively in essence refers to the level of connection that people have to their 
community or involvement in community life. One of the most important positive impacts of EGM gambling 
identified from the qualitative data was the role that clubs played in providing the sense of belonging or 
connection for some members. One club manager described clubs as “a life away from home” (Interview, 21). 
Club managers observe that often there are particular groups of patrons that will come in during the same times 
each week. Clubs facilitate many activities for members to be involved in including sporting activities, mothers’ 
groups, and EGM gambling is also a form of social interaction in these venues. In this way, as respondents 
indicated, many clubs act as a community hub — linking and connecting citizens to a range of people and 
activities. This is a particularly vital process for those people who are socially isolated, including the elderly.  
It was also stated that older people represent the majority of members in small community clubs and attend 
venues as a social activity. Often there are not many opportunities for the elderly to engage with one another and 
clubs manage to achieve this successfully. Bus services to transport elderly members to club venues and other 
outings were noted as popular and valuable services provided by the clubs. One respondent expanded on the 
benefit of this service: 
“My mother-in-law is very elderly now but she goes on bus trips with the Italians. She is a member of 
every Italian club and any time there is a trip on, she’s on the bus, you know. The fact that they can afford 
buses, the fact she does it for next to nothing, she goes for a couple of dollars a trip” (Interview, 18). 
Services that encourage social interaction amongst the elderly were seen by respondents as valuable club 
contributions to their communities. Some club respondents indicated that they prioritised this type of interaction 
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in the community believing that this is core to their role in the community. One club manager highlights the 
importance of the social aspect for the elderly: 
“The club gives the people in the community something to live for. Every day of the week, our members 
have got planned what they are going to do and that strongly revolves around the club and so they would 
come here to play bingo on Mondays at 9.30am and they would come back here to see their friends at 7 
o’clock on a Monday night, Tuesday they would come and sit in the poker room machine and we have 
what is called Ladies Day, where we have entertainers there and we give them cups of tea and bits of 
cake, so Tuesday they know they’ve got to be here, and they start rolling in at 10.30am to sit there and 
wait, because they’ve got nothing else to do, this gives them a sense of life” (Interview, 14). 
Respondents acknowledged that without the resources from EGM gambling, these community connecting 
services would not be possible. Clubs have come to rely heavily on EGM gambling revenue to support all other 
aspects of business. There are several services and activities that clubs provide and encourage through the 
support of EGM gambling revenue that re-enforce the role of community clubs as community hubs, that is, a 
social outlet for patrons and in general a place where people can participate in the community.  In addition, some 
respondents argued that, prior to the introduction of EGMs, clubs did not have as active a community role as 
they now do. One respondent elaborates on the lack of club culture pre-EGMs: 
“Well we really didn’t have a club culture before then. Clubs were reliant on government assistance and 
volunteers completely. They had a liquor licence purely to supplement their entertainment really, not any 
concept of raising funds from it” (Interview, 18). 
EGMs have therefore, given some clubs the ability to be self-sufficient and more professional. Community club 
representatives mentioned that often, clubs were completely reliant on one or a few energetic volunteers and 
because of this lost a sense of continuity. With the introduction of EGMs, clubs have come to operate in an 
entirely different way and they rely on EGM revenue as their primary source of capital. Without EGM gambling 
revenue there would not be the ability, to the extent that there currently is, to look after not only their clientele but 
also the community and maintain the current level of community support and involvement.  
It was suggested by respondents that these basic contributions to community life and engagement are 
sometimes overlooked or undervalued. Moreover, it was stressed that it was difficult for clubs to capture and 
claim these ‘benefits’ in their community benefit statements (CBS) to government. That is, the provision of a 
socialising space was an additional benefit which accounts for most of a club’s practice that is not captured 
through the CBS. It was suggested by respondents that while the community realises these services and social 
support are offered by clubs, their significance to community benefit is not realised. It was argued that clubs were 
the generators of a considerable portion of the social connectivity in communities and this is made possible 
through EGM gambling revenue. In order to communicate their full role in the community, it was therefore 
suggested that a new structure of CBS is required to capture the qualities of this role.  
“Just being a club is a community asset, just providing that facility and making it work, the volunteer 
board don’t get any director’s fees but give an opportunity for people in society to stay important, vital, 
so they have a job without having to be in the workforce, so just running the bowls on a Sunday 
afternoon, being on the Board, being on the House Committee, all those things are really important for a 
club and community to stay connected and be healthy, those types of opportunities for people who don’t 
operate in the economic side of it is very important” (Interview, 18). 
The activities that clubs enable and the level of participation from residents, is deemed a vital part of the 
community by respondents. Findings indicated that club managers struggled to quantify their contributions to the 
community under the CBS. As contributions are required to be indicated in dollar figures on the CBS, less 
tangible activities, such as community participation, sense of belonging and well being of members are often 
overlooked but are the most important contributions of clubs to the community. Some clubs therefore describe 
themselves as community hubs and their main activities gain high community involvement. Many smaller clubs 
and community members also believe that other venue types (hotels and non-membership clubs in particular) 
have “little real community benefit” (Interviews 8, 15, 18, and 22).  
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“My personal opinion is that there are too many hotels. There are also the other clubs which are managed 
by hotels. They had special legislation put through that they were under the clubs banner and not hotels. 
That was special legislation for those venues, even though they are privately run, they are treated like 
clubs. What do they put back into the community? They have always been a hotel. Just pushing the clubs 
wheelbarrow I suppose, it is tough when you are here, and your sole purpose is for the body that you are 
there for. For us it is basketball, at the trotting club it is trots, for football clubs, it is football and it is hard to 
say righto we are up against these big guys, when we are putting money back into the community” 
(Interview, 15). 
However, “they [non-membership clubs] are seen to be doing the right thing as they operate very profitably” 
(Interview, 15). Smaller community clubs are most concerned with providing for the community from the revenue 
they make and this has made it difficult for them to compete with hotels and non-membership clubs who do not 
return as much to the community. One non-membership club confirmed this concern when asked about their 
CBS: 
“I will put my hand up to it: that we don’t do enough” (Interview, 16). 
Membership clubs are operated through a committee of members thus there is a stronger incentive to secure 
community-orientated results. Under this community-centric approach all decisions are subject to careful review. 
Hotels and non-membership clubs, on the other hand, were identified as making decisions focused primarily on 
business benefits. Non-membership clubs in particular were criticised by membership clubs as they operate 
under similar a style to hotels, but because they fall under the club category these bodies are not required to 
contribute to the CSF. These styles of venues are purely profit-driven and smaller clubs find it difficult to 
compete.  
Figure 4 summarises the analysis in terms of the array of forces working for and against EGM gambling as a 
social benefit. On one side are the social capital benefits — with the top quadrant representing the form of 
community benefit and the bottom quadrant the types of harm that can be derived from EGM gambling. On the 
opposite side, financial capital benefits are depicted — with the top quadrant highlighting the positive flow of 
funds to a community, while the bottom quadrant sets out the possible losses. The challenge for gaming 
administrators and policy developers is to ensure that the positive outcomes of EGM gambling override the 
negative. A set of insulating or protective mechanisms which facilitate community capacity and resilience building 
provide a fulcrum to ensure the equilibrium, between social and financial capital and the harms and benefits of 
EGM gambling, remain.  
 
Figure 43. Forces working for and against EGM gambling as a social benefit  
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Conclusions 
Overall, the findings have afforded an acknowledgment that EGM gambling provides both benefit and burden to 
communities, particularly in the area of social capital building and resilience. Findings have indicated what 
appears to be an acceptance that EGM gambling activity is now an embedded part of community life. However it 
is argued that it is possible to develop stronger mechanisms to keep the balance more firmly toward producing 
community benefit. Clubs were found to create a greater positive impact in the community, through gearing EGM 
gambling revenue more deliberately for community purpose. It was found that clubs deliver many services to the 
community in the form of funding to other community groups, the services they have available to members and 
the wider community. The role of clubs as generators of social support and connectivity was presented as an 
overlooked and undervalued force to help mitigate against the harmful effects of EGM gambling. The ensuing 
social capital was seen as a way to strengthen the community and build resilience to enable it to respond 
effectively to problems, including excessive EGM gambling and its consequences.  
In addition to the financial capital directed into a community by EGM gambling, however, it has also been found 
that clubs can fulfil a ‘community hubs’ function that exposes gamblers to a wider array of activities such as 
participation in social events and offers an opportunity to make connections with like-minded people. Additionally, 
revenue generated from gambling is directed beyond EGM-related activities to provide support and programs to 
the wider community by way of sponsorship, donations and other support services. Further, volunteering activity 
encouraged within the clubs can ‘spill-over’ to the broader community helping to strengthen capacity and 
connectivity. These connections serve as conduits for the flow of information, encourage participation, build local 
cohesion and help communities to advance by working together.  
With respect to such social capital and community building, however, clubs lay on a continuum between 
community-centric and venue-centric practices. In summary, community-centric clubs are those that play a 
strong role in the community, are a not-for-profit enterprise, and can therefore be seen as providing an example 
of a social enterprise. Conversely, venue-centric clubs are those that operate on a for-profit basis, similar to 
hotels, and have a less positive social capital raising contribution in the community. Most of the clubs interviewed 
in the case study represent small community clubs and can be categorised as community-centric clubs. Further 
research is, however, needed to understand the operation and management and community contribution of 
these clubs, especially the role of volunteering.  
This study concludes that Social Clubs using EGMs to derive funds are uniquely positioned within the community 
to develop programs that foster social capital creation and build community resilience in deprived areas. The 
detrimental effects of EGMs need to be mitigated and beneficial impacts maximised, however, by programmes 
and policies that reorient the focus of revenues and resources generated by EGMs towards social resilience 
building and social enterprise development outcomes. This aspect also highlights the need for a balanced 
‘satisficing’ approach for the mutual benefit of the multiple stakeholders of government, industry and community 
actors, particularly given the expected longevity of EGMs as sources of both gambling activities and government 
revenue. Community resilience, facilitated by social capital and community building therefore presents as a 
critical and stabilising element for a sustained and balanced gambling industry.  
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